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| F ein * 
VINDICATION 
OF THE 
TRAGEDY. OF KING LEAR, 
S the new edition of Shakeſpeare's Lear 
vas attacked in a very rude and ſcan- 


dalous manner, by the Critical Re- 
viewers ; and the patron, the editor, and ano- 


ther perſon' who had no concern therein (but 
whom they judged to be the editor) were 


treated in very abuſive and ſcurrilous terms, by 
this ſociety of gentlemen, as in their title-page 


they are pleaſed to ſtile themſelves; it was 


thought proper, -upon preſenting another play 


my * - 


review on King Lear; as it has been tacitly 


Py A VINDICATION 


to the public, to vindicate the ſaid edition of 


Lear from the baſe_aſperſions and miſrepreſcn- 


A —_— 


tations which theſe Drawcanfrs in criticiſm had 


. Eaſt upon it. 


But that the public, may underſtand the 


| cauſe of all this abuſe, * muſt be informed, 


that George Steevens, E ſq; an and Dr. Samuel Tohn- 
ſon, lo, each of dem, have pubkſhed an 


edition of Shakeſpeare without ſucceſs (and 


whoſe many and groſs errors and neglects have, 
as they occurred in the courſe of collating, 
been taken notice of in the new edition of 
Lear) are combined together, as co- editors of 
another edition of the ſame author, which is 
now printing off by Meſſrs. V. & J. Richardſon. 
Theſe two editors are friends to the Criti- 


cal Reviewers, and one or both of them oea- 


fional aſſiſtants and. contributors. ta them, if 

not actually of their ſociety. And it is ſtrongly 
conjettu red, that Mr. Stacuens is the gentle- 
man . who, exerted his critical genius in the 


owned by. Dr, Fohnſon. (though it appeared 
ſufficiently from the ſtile) that he was the 
writer of that forged ef from a friend of 

Mr. 


v 


Mr. Jennens's; at Gehen to a friend in Lonibn, 


= ich was inſerted in the Public Atvertifer; # 


wherein the Doctor diſcovers his knowledge in 


the geography of his native country, by repre- 


ſenting 'Gopſa! (che feat of Mr. Jennent) as 
| ſome city or large town; as well as his faculty 
for ſatire, by the meaneſt kind of abuſe. Had 
Dr. Jobnſon uſed as much deliberation in put- 
ting pen to paper, as he ſometimes does in 
croſſing a channel, he would never have ex- 
poſed himfelf by fo bungling and ridiculous : a 
contrivance as this fame letter is. 

It is no wonder, that theſe gentlemen ſhould 
do their utmoſt to prevent the ſale of a book 
that exhibited to the public their faults and 
omiſſions, eſpecially when they were about 
publiſhing another edition of their own ; and 
that they ſhout engage their friends, the Cri- 


tical Reviewers; in their quarref { but why an 


atrack ſhoutd be made at random, without 
judgement, decency, truth, common ſenſe, or 
common honefty, it is their buſitiefs to explain. 


It ſhall be ours to prove, that the attack which 
tas been made is fach. . 
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But what do the Critical en object to 


Lear? 1 
To the text, which. is the chief nd thas 


: made no objection, and having, no doubt, read 


it carefully over (as all honeſt criticks would 
uſe a book before they venture their opinion of 


it into the world) they were well ſatisfied with 


that ; they could find no faults in it ; other- 
wiſe we ſhould have been lure to hear of 
them. - 4 af 1 

. To the notes likewrif they make. no objec- 
tion, but that they are few ; ; they could diſ- 


cover nothing to cenfure in what there are. 


They have not ventured to give a ſpecimen : if 
they could have pitched upon one abſurd, or 
trifling note, they would have given it. But 
they. ſay, Some notes are adopted (ſome- 
« times without acknowledgment) from the 
other commentators,” . We do not know 

that there is one note taken from any commen- 


tator, which we have, not acknowledged ; if 
they had found any, they ſhould have referred 


to them. 
The ſketch of the play, prefixed, to * 
the purpoſes of an _ the directions added 


of « i after 


ff 3- +. 


OF KING LEARN 5 


after the dramatis perſonæ for finding out the 
ſcenes in which every character appears, and 
the marking the number of the act and ſcene 
at the top of every other page; theſe new im- 
provements, added for the eaſe of the reader, i 
they do not object againſt, and were afraid to 
mention, leſt ſome ſmall ou agi accrue? 
to the editor thereby. e Ne LV 
With regard to ah 1 hpi in- 
form the public, that the edition is printed 
with uncommon neatneſs, at the houſe of 
Meſſrs: Wiliah and Yoby"Richardion. © But 
why this extravagant praiſe of the'iprinters?: 
The reaſon is apparent; Meſſrs. Meilliam and 
John Ric hardſon are the printers oP the new 
edition by Meſſrs. Sec vens and Joßhnſon; and: 
therefore, although their edition may happen 
to be deficient in every thing èlſe, it will pro- 
bably have the fame merit as Lehn with regard 
to the uncommon neatneſs of the type. And 
we may likewiſe conjecture, that he will not 
propheſy legſingly who ſhall foretell, that the 
Critical Reviewers will applaud to the'ſkies this 
edition of SEN as it makes its RO 
ance," Haid 1873 Suob esd 5I1i i 01 
5 3 As 


6, A; VIND DCAMI ON) 

„As to the various readiugs, they! give dus 

praiſe to. the patience and induſtry of the col-,; 
lator: and this vν cannot ſuppoſe they 5. 
iranically; for. patienęe and induſtry are Cor 

tainly praiſc-worthy, ay, and abſolutely. re- 
quired, in every editor that wpuld be eſtermed 
an honeſt one; and however the Critical Re-, 
viewers may themſelves diſregard theſe quali- 
fications, they would ſcarcely have the  bar- 

digſſe to cenie thaw in the face ,of ne 


World e i 36 Houtsorr ono 4 
The editor «felt. likewiſe they do not call 
| in queſtion. I? 91484 166 35 1,93 211 i} WAY; 


The great objeQtion they make, andthe vaſt 
* they, have taken, is, that the editor is 
766 eract in his collatione : he has done ſome- 
thing more (is not +this bettet than daing 
ſomething leſs h) than was neceflary z he has 
been (if the carachteſis may be allowed) g U 
gf work of ſupererogation; he has been more 
induſtrious in turning over the ſeveral editions 
of Shakeſpfare, and more faithful iu giving tho 
public all the different readings he has been 
able to diſtoyer, than; any editor that went be- 
fore him. He has done that which „ all his 
7 $1 “pre- 


OP KING LEAR. 5 


4 predeceſſors had diſdained — v 
Pope, or a Marburton, could not oondeſcend tu 
ſuch flaviſh work; ſuch exalted geniuſes as 
they (it is confeſſed) would be out of their 
element in drudging through ſo —_— 
an author with fuch care and exactneſs. | 
the queſtion here is not what a man will — 
diſdain or condeſcend to do, but what is His 
duty to do in any work be undertakes. Slas 
viſh and dirty work muſt be done as well as 
that which is eaſy and clean. The Critical 
Reviewers have bound themſelves down to the 
public, to read, carefully to examine; to weigh, 
judge, and determine, of the merit of every 
publication. Severe drudgery is theirs if they 
do their. duty, aud very naſty is ſometimes 
their buſineſs. They diſdain not to pty even 
into every ordure of literary evãcuation. But 
it is in this part of their buſineſs they 
chiefly, make an eclat; they are:famous for fuc- 
ceſs in their critieiſms on ſuch works hs Tom 
Thumb, Jack the Giant killer, ar The Loves 
of Mirtil. Here they can triumph, and the 


poor culprit of an author has no chance with 
them. 


B 4 To 
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Io this charge of too minute exactneſs, it 
would be ſufficient to anſwer, that it is the 
duty of every editor who pretends to col late, 
to give all the different readings of the ſeveral 
editions of his work; otherwiſe he impoſes on 
the public, who, from the title of a col- 
lated work, muſt naturally expect all the 
different readings; and if in the courſe of 
collating he meets with what he may juſtly 
think a trifling, inſignificant difference of 
reading, he is not at liberty to ſuppreſs it; 

he muſt produce it, and leave it to the pub- 
lic to judge whether it be inſignificant or 
The Critical Reviewers, by a note at the 
bottom of the page, would ſhew that there is 
no neceſſity of collating the three laſt folios: 
they ſay, It is worth while to remark, that 
the ſecond, third, and fourth folios, which ap- 
pear to have been thus induſtriouſly collated, 
never differ from the firſt but through accident 
or negligence, and indeed are of no authority 
eat All.“ 0 7 tl, 


” 
4 — 


To 


0 KING LE AR. 


To prove the falſity of this affertionwe need 


only produce the two following readings out 


of many that are to be found of _ __ 
kind. cee 
Hamlet, Act. III. Se. 3. The 700 art 
folios read needful; the fourth, heedful.” Here 
the fourth folio reads with the quartos, and in 


this place is of more authority than the firſt. 


Act. IV. Sc. 6. The firſt folio reads Poli- 
tician, the reſt * which is the true 


readin 
85 * 1975Y 24 SA 


er Liber the Fe Petican, 
de e them with my blood — 


Whence we may perceive, that the later 
folios ſometimes correct the errors of the firſt; 

and this 1s evidently done, not through accident 
or negligence, but with deſign. . Was it wart 


2while to aſſert a direct falſhood, only to make 


'the public believe, that there was no desen 
of collating the three laſt folios ? h 

The Critical Reviewers have culled (for they 

have not given them fairly in their courſe) ſe- 


veral readings which es think are infgnift- 


Cant 


| 
| 
' 
; 
i 
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cant and ee nm theſe are the 
daher; E791. © 83 Soi qiy fog 


_— R 12 2 lf So ts 
Makins- —— 

7 Tau re, 51 Al. you ares _ 

_  Churgeon,' al, chirurgeon. . Argon, 


by T9, .: n al, .. 1101 1 1 IP 

ne enim, al, Tinti. ids 

a: oi hand... 
They'll, al. they will. - 


Now though ſuch readings as theſe alk 
no difference in the ſenſe, they do in the mea- 
ſure of the poetry; and, on that account, are 
not, to be logiced, Aron 28 intirely inſignifi- 


caut *, 3 bs 
r . 1 | Beſides 


+ = £3 
*" » # 1 


14 


They ridicule our taking notice of \ various us panduation 
and quote the following note, | 
4 There is no ſtop in the qu's 4501 ba inthe hos 
« ig a period,” 

But this is an unfair quotation, made by Sr - ya they 
have omitted that part of the note which ſhews that the differ- 
ent pointing in this place is material: the whole note is ag 
follows: en | UT | | 
“ There 
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Beſides the above, there are other reaſops 
why an editor of Shakeſpeare. ſhould be exact 
in his. collations. We have never yet had a; 
cortect edition of him; there are perpetual 
blunders in thoſe of the greateſt authority ;, 
and in ſome caſes we are obliged, from letters 
put together, making no word, to gueſs the 
editor, in theſe caſes, may be allowed to con- — 
jecture, yet it is his duty to give theſe muti- = 
lated readings, that the public may be, indulged, | 
in their conjectures, as well as himſelf. In. 
this view, ſome readings that at preſent. appear 
inſignificant, ' may hereafter be aſſiſtant to the 
critical eonjecturer when any mew diflicutties 
may ſtart ; and on this account an editor may 
not, with - ſafety, - omit any various reading, 
though ever ſo trifling ; becauſe he knows not 
what: may, or what may not, become of | 
we 10115 2 


« There is no ſtop in the qu's after worth; Eg in the 10 | 
& fo's is a period, which ſeems to give the better ſenſe, Upon | 


„ examining her own fincere . ſhe finds her eve equal 
E nay greate rt. {163 


Pues 


„ A VIV DICAT TON 
Further, if there were no other aldi In 


editor of Shakeſpeare ſhould be an exact collator, 


to make it appear to the public, that Shakeſpeare 


has actually been collated by him. Such a 


work has been long deſired; but it may be 
affirmed, with certainty, that this hath never 


yet been dotie. The cuſtom of almoſt all the 


modern editors hath been to have recourſe to 


rhe quarto's; only” when they found difficulties' 


ariſe in the ſenſe of their author. What Rowe 
chiefly did, was correcting the. ſpelling and 
pointing of one of the folios, making a few 
alterations of his own, a and but ſeldom conſult- 
ing the quartos, and ſo committing his folio 
to the preſs. After Rowe came Pope, who, in 
any difficulty that occurred; had recourſe; to 
the quartos, and by them corrected the edition 
of Rowe, adding ſome poliſhings of his own, 


and in ſeveral places modernizing his author. 


In like manner, each fucceeding editor has 
proceeded, correcting the editors that went 
before, and introducing by bits and ſcraps, 
ſome. of the old readings, and ſome of his own 
conjectures ; (but out of this number Meſſrs. 
Capel and Steevens are to be excepted, the 
Et. former 


OF KING LE AR. 2 


former of whom printed from that edition of 
every play which he thought the beſt; and 
the latter collated the quartos; but of him we 
ſhall have occaſion to ſpeak hereafter.) By 
going on in this manner, editors upon editors 
might haye ſucceeded to the world's end, and 
yet the public might never have known whe- 
ther, they had all the valuable readings or not; 
But if any one ſhould undertake to collate all 
the editions throughout, and faithfully, and 
publiſh all the various readings, as well thoſe 
which ſeemed inſignificant as thoſe that are 
valuable, the public would have ſomething to 
depend on, and the buſineſs of any future col- 
lation would be rendered unneceſſary. Theſe 
were ſome of the hints and remarks of his 
patron, that directed the editor to the method 
he has purſued; and to the atchievement-of his 
publication it is allowed, that patience and in- 
duſtry, rather than ſagacity, were required; as 
the Critical Reviewers ſlily obſerve; and they 
would likewiſe ſeem to inſinuate, that the lat- 
ter is incompatible with the two former, to 
which an enterprizing genius diſdains to 
ſtoop. Lt ES | 


Mr. 


44 A'VINDICATION 


© Mr, Sttevens pretended to collate the quarto 
editions only; and in ſome places he is ſo 
minute as to record the different ſpelling, and 
every literal and punctuary miſtake j but in 
others ſo negligent as to omit giving ſuch 
various readings, as are very material: and in 
his edition we are frequently preſented with 
downright nonſenſe, when, if he had carefutty 
collated, we might have had ſenſe from him 

Here follows a ſpecimen of his minutenefs. 

In his tragedy of Hamlet (but as he neither 
pages nor divides his edition into acts or 90 
vue cannot direct the reader more exacdiy) 


i the text. In the _—_ In the text. In the margin. 


+ „ 1 4 ahb 
| 917-7 guicta. gquietut 
| orien all | Gude. - | an | 
The parentheſis in the firſt enacuat evocutat 
| edition takes in as far as tra & tardy 
thus) © © -* > Baugh Hough huge 
lazerlike lazar-like entent ment © 
- coted coated © yous voie 
Man AAurs hi, ms 4 


Here is a microſcopic genius for you, here 
is Lilliputian criticiſm with a witneſs, But the 
' misfortune 
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misfortune is, that Mr. Steevens"s optic lens, 


which is ſo formed as to fee ſuch very littſe 


tiny objects, cannot ſometimes take in am ob- 
je& ſo large and obvious, that if it had been \a 
bear it would have bit him. Here follow ſome 


inſtances 1 in Hamlet 


« Then way what loſs your honoyr may ſuſtain, &. 
weigh 1 is in one e of his qu which he negleds 
giving. 


* Speak, I am bound to here.” Es =, 
hear is iti one of his qu” 8, but negleocted. 


. Perticuler demaunds will tuch it.” 


Theſe words are ſpelt right in one e of his qu 5, | 
but he takes no notice of it. 


« For virtue cannot fo evacuat our old ſtock, &c.. 


evacuate is in one of his qu's, but he only gives 


the reading of another evocutar. 


«© Be thou as chaſte as aca; bee? 1 7 | 
ice is in one of his qu's, but not produced. 
6“ This ſomethung ſertled matter in his hart, &.. 

beart i 1s in one of his qu 87 but not given. 


113449 | tongue 
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ce tongue lick obſurd pomp, &c. | 
aljurd i is in one of his qu's, but not given. 


4 And ſo am I reuendge ?” N Nats 
reveng d in one of his qu's, but not produced. 
= -:: - III wait you, fear me not, &c,” _ 
warrant in one of his qu's, but neglected. 
1 < This bad begins, and worſe remains behind.” 
Thus i in one of his qu's, but not ed. 
" Make you to nw all this matter out.” 
ravell in one of his qu' 8, but not given. 


& The are re of Nora Sir.“ 
They in one of his qu's, but not Wee 
4 Then up ho oY and don'd his cloſe, &c ho 
clothes in one of his qu's, but not given. 
_ © God night, &c.“ | | 
Good in one of his qu's, but not given. 


He omits theſe words, © What dbes this mean, | 
my Lord?” which are in all the qu's. 


So we may perceive, that the chief end 
Mr. Steevens propoſed, vix. ſupplying the public 
with 


OPIKING'LB/AR 


with a true collated copy of the quarto editions 


(which he apprehended were growing ſcarce) 
is entirely fruſtrate, as his edition in this re- 
ſpect is not to be depended on. Will Mr. See- 
wens alledge that theſe faults and omiſſions are 
„ marks of an enterprizing genius to which 
„ uninventiye dulneſs ever bears a natural an- 
<, tipathy ?““ Shall Mr. Steevens undertake the 
dull work of comparing the old quartos toge- 
ther, and preſent them to the publie partially 
collated, with all their blunders (falſe ſpelling 
and bad pointing uncorrected) and without 
votes, and expect the bays for this cateh- 
penny, pick- pocket performance? The worthy 
pioneer, ſay the Critical Reviewers (or ſays 
Mr. Stecvend) has certainly ſome degree of 
merit. But Mr. Steevens a mere. pioneer, and 
who cannot claim the epithet of a worthy one, 
but rather deſerves that of a lazy, faithleſs, 
inexpert borrower, what degree of merit has 
he? What will the public adjudge to him ? 
The aſſes ears, or (to continue the CY 
metaphor) a cat o' nine tails? ': 
And now ſuppoſing Mr. Steevens to be the 
writer of the Review on Lear, (and of this we 
are credibly informed) what a ridiculous figure 


8 muſt 


© _ 


2 e a 
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muſt he make; in what a contemptible point of 
view muſt he appear ! Did he not perceive he 
was all'this while ridiculing himſelf, and that 
all his ue wit and humour were ſpliced toge- 
ther to make a laſh for his own back? Or had 
he forgot he ever publiſhed an edition of Shake- 
rare ? — 80 the kettie, when the nick-named 
the pot, did not bear in mind that ſhe deſerved 
the ſame appellation herſelf. 410%. 

But that a faithful and exact collator i is wor. 
thy of praiſe, we are backed in our opinion by 
the editors of Hanmer's new edition. They 
have given ſome various - readings from Thee 
bald and Cape! (whom they think the moſt 
authentic editors) which ate equally infignifi- 
cant with thoſe in Lear againſt which the 
Critical Reviewers object, and ſome of them 
the very ſame: for example; 


A Lear. | Text. 3 Var. reading. 
Page 5 line 22. ſomewhat ſſemething 
c 
IF 5 17) 10 -, 14,088 
14 28 of it —_—_— 7 
Rel IE ETA... „ oh +1 
18 | 30. fofllami, omitted 
n | 74 2 
gi 22 J either ſiſde en either fide. 
n 
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And yet they think themſelves obliged to 
apologize to the public for not being more 
exact in giving all the various readings of 
Theobald and Capel, and hope to be excuſed on 
account of the labour and difficulty of col- 
lating. And ſhall the editor of Lear be blamed 
for doing that ſort of buſineſs, for the aeglect of 
which the Oxford editors think they ought to 
beg pardon ? 

The editor of | Leer.collates. all the: 9 
editions as well as the old quartos and folios, 
by which means the public will be put in poſ- 
ſeſſion of all the editions in one, and will have 

all the various readings, as well the conjectural 
ones of the modern, as thoſe of the old edi - 
tions, and theſe in one view. May not the 
editor of Lear aſſume ſome ſmall merit for 
thus ſmoothing the way to the reading of 
Shakeſpeare, and eaſing the critical peruſer of 
the trouble of turning over many volumes 
(and this without the imputation of vain- glary) 
ſuppoſing he had done nothing elſe. 

But the Critical Reviewers tell us they have 
not been ſo lucky as to have diſcovered, with 


all this oſtentation of exactneſs, one valuable 
8 C3 reading 
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reading has been retrieved through the whole 
tragedy of King Lear. In anſwer to this, out 
of the many reſtored readings in the play, one 
reading was referred to, by a letter to the 


printer of the Gazetteer, which was thought 
a valuable one, VIZ. 


5 1 Fr iendſhip ves hence and e is here.” 


Where friendſhip is indeed to be more pro- 
perly oppoſed to baniſhment than freedom (the 
rcading of the modern editions) this laſt being 


better oppoſed to Avery. But this reſtored 


reading the Critical Reviewers reject, calling 
it nonſenſe. Baniſhment, ſay they, which 
% may be conſidered as an act of deſpotiſm 
„ (a round - about way to come at their ſenſe 
of the paſlage) is ſignificantly oppoſed. to 
0% freedom, but friendſhip has no propriety at 


% all. A man may be baniſhed into freedom, 


« but cannot be baniſhed to his friends.” 


Out of their own mouths let the Critical Re- 


viewers ſtand condemned; for if there is no 


propriety in friendſhip lives hence, there can be 
none in banjhment is here. They will fee, if 
they have any eyes, that a man can no more 


f * / be 
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be baniſhed from his friends when he remains 
at home with them, than he can be with them 


{ when he is abroad, and baniſhed from them. 


But this is mere trifling. Is there no pro- 
priety in a poetical paſſage becauſe it is not 
ſtrictly true? The Critical Reviewers ſeem to 
be wholly unacquainted with rheorical figure 
in poetry. Will theſe ſavage unlicked critics 


object to the following words of Dido to Aneas 


(and which may be not improperly applied to 
themſelves) will they object to them becauſe 
not ſtrictly true? x 


„ duris genuit te cautibus horrens 
* Caucaſus, Hyrcanzque admorunt ubera tigres.“ 


Or to the following of Satan in Milton: 


« —— All good. to me is loſt ; 
„Evil, be thou my . 


If friendſhip cannot live from home (which 
indeed is no impoſſibility); by more than a pa- 
rity of reaſon, evil cannot be good. There- 
fore by the ſame rule the Critical Reviewers 
muſt pronounde the above words of Milton 


nonſenſe. But to reaſon with men that ſeem 


C 3 to 
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to have no taſte in poetry, is to throw time 
away. Do you call theſe men critics? 

But they are philoſophers, are they not? 
| Great adepts in wiſdom and truth, they admit 
of no fallhood, no fiction, even in a poet; they 
allow no paradoxes. Therefore, ſay they, 
though a man may be ſaid to be baniſhed 
when he is at home, yet he cannot be ſaid to 
live with his friends in a foreign country, he 
cannot cultivate a friendſhip abroad, Such 
philoſophers are the Critical Reviewers ! 

But what will you think of them when they 
call, the re/oring of this reading from the old 
quartos (allowed to be the moſt authentic edi- 
tions) „ abandoning ſenſe in favour of non- 
“ ſenſe, and miroducing blunders into the text 
« merely for the ſake of doing ſomething 
% where nothing was requifite to be done, 
« and treating the play with more ſeverity 
« than ever the hero of it ſuffered from his 
« ungrateful daughters. Did ye ever hear 
of ſuch Pſeudo- critics, fuch Pſeudo- philoſo- 
phers as theſe? 

But theſe raen, who ſeem ſo conſcientious 
about preſerving ſtrict truth in poetry, pay no 


Ws regard 
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regard to it where it ought to be regarded. 
It was ſaid in the letter to the printer of the 
Gazetteer, Some will think this reading, 
% Friengſbip lives hence, &c. of ſame value.” 
The Critical Reviewers in their anſwer ſay, 
The ſingle reading which one of theſe zea- 
« Jous clerks points out as ſupremely important, 
“ Kc.“ They are not athamed to print a di- 
rect falſhood to anſwer their own: little dirty 5 
views, though ſure of being detected. | | 
In their conjectures about the writer of this 
letter they ſhew their great ſagacity. It is 
« difficult (they ſay) for any man to conceal 
« his profeſſion.” It is very eaſy (we may 
anſwer) to conceal it from fuch divinert as the 
Critical Reviewers, for they have had the miſ- 
fortune to be out in all their conjectures con- 
cerning us. Becauſe the writer of this letter 
quoted ſcripture, they perceive the parſon 
peeping through: moſt profound conjecturers 
None but a parſon quotes ſcripture ! But they 
are out, the writer was no parſon. 
They ſay, he betrays himſelf by indecen- 
„ czes very unclerical, and utters his ſcriptural 
„ fulminations with a ſeriouſneſs and folemn- 
| C 4. . ny, 
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« ity, which, on ſo ſlight an occaſion, we de- 
« ride; and with a licentiouſneſs and profane 
« neſs, which on all occaſions we deteſt,” The 
ſlight occaſion was this: the writer of the letter 
had convicted them of malevolence, miſrepre- 
| ſentation, and direct falſhood ; but they think 
this too flight an occaſion for introducing. 
ſcripture. The Critical Reviewers may tra- 
duce, may miſrepreſent, may lie, may be dif- 
honeſt; theſe are trifling fins with them: and 
if you correct their vices by ſcripture, you are 
licentious and profane, 
But to return to Lear. We do aſſert that 
there are many readings retrieved in this play 
from the old editions; whether they are va- 
luable or not, we leave to the public to deter- 
mine, but not to the Critical Reviewers, who, 
if we ſhould call them of ſome value, will ſay 
that we think them ſupremely important, and 
will themſelves e them of. no value 
at all. 
But beſides the reſtored readings there are 
alſo ſame conjectural ones of our own, where- 
of they have taken no notice, and therefore we 
ſuppoſe they have no eddie 0 to make to 
them In 
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In anſwer to the letter i in the Gazetteer they! | 
tay; We ſtill entertain our former opinion 
e of this brat of impotence, which was fathered 
« by one of the patties concerned, and mid- 
« wifed by the other two into the world; 


« And that (as King Richard ſays) ſolamely and imperfeAly 
That dogs bark at it as it halts by them.“ 


7 


Who are theſe dogs that bark at it? Do the 
Critical Reviewers call themſelves by this op- 
probrious name, for they are certainly the 
barkers? They call Lear a brat of impotence: 
that it is a child of labour and induſtry, they 
have allowed; but wherein its impotency con- 
fiſts, they have not proved. It ſtands upon the 
legs of all the editions that went before, and 
gives all their different readings: is this a proof 
of its lameneſs and imperfection? Had it been 
guilty of great omiſſions, this might have be- 
ſpoke its imperfection; or had it mutilated and 
mangled its author, it might have been charged 
with lameneſs and impotency. | 
In the dedication they accuſe the editor of 
a creeping ſervility of ſtile, and therefore con- 
* jeQture the dedicator to be no other than the 
patron's 
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patron's moſt obſequious chaplain, The chap- 
lain had no hand in it. But that there is a 
creeping ſervility in the ſtile of the dedication 
is ſo far from being the truth, that any one 
who takes the trouble to read the ſame will be 
ſurprized to find it remarkable for its plainneſs, 
and that not one word of praiſe is beſtowed on 
the patron, no ſingle epithet is applied to him, 
nor 1s there any thing in it which has the leaſt 
appearance of adulation ; the bare acknowledg- 
ment of obligations and a common civility of 
ſtile is all that appears. | 
But any one who reads the "VERN will be 
apt to ſay that the editor, though he has not 
praiſed his patron, has praiſed his library, has 
called it valuable. No ſuch thing; the Cri- 
tical Reviewers have inſerted this word as part 
of the dedication, which is no where to be 
found in it, This word of their own putting 
in was the only one upon which they could 
lay any foundation for their charge of adula- 
tion, and no doubt was inſerted for that pur- 
pole, But, to mend the matter, when they 
are told by the letter in the Gauetteer that this 
was a word of their own invention, foiſted in 
| to 
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to ſerve their own malevolent, deſpicable pur- 
poſes; they ſay in their anſwer, that they 
« think themſelves authorized by this letter 
« to declare, that the library of the ſaid Mr. 
« Fennens is neither valuable nor extenſive, 
and therefore retract the epithets they had 
«« inadvertently beſtowed on ſo inſignificant a 
„collection.“ What tricking, dirty work 
is this ! 

And here we ſhould ſay no more of Mr. Jen 
nens's library; but for the ſake of truth, and 
to confute theſe inſolent perverters of lan- 
guage, we muſt aſſert, that it is both valuable 
and extenſive, if that which abounds with the 
beſt authors in almoſt every branch of litera- 
ture, and the bare writing the catalogue of 
which coſt upwards of one hundred pu 
may be called ſo. 

But, fay they, + We do not ſee that a very 
« extenſive library was at all neceſſary to fur- 
« niſh out the minutiæ of criticiſm, which 
are ſubmitted to our opinion.“ Some li- 
brary was neceſſary; and this library the Cri- 
tical Reviewers would have had to be juſt 

large enough and no larger than exactly to 


ſerve 


„ mer editions; 
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ſerve the editor's purpoſes; or they would 
e In y 


have had him 1 in his dedication, inſtead of, by 


acceſs to whoſe library, to have written, by ac- 


ceſs to that part of whoſe library which was ne- 


' toſfary to the publication of King Lear; and 


they would have had him write of Gopſal, not 


" at Gopſal. If theſe are not the minutiz of cri- 


ticiſm, as well as abſurdities 1 in criticiſm, what 
are? ä 
And here they would inſinuate that the edi- 


| tor of Lear ſubmitted his work to their opi- 


nion; they will be perpetually inſinuating 
falſhoods ; the editor never ſubmitted it, _—_ 
then could it be ſubmitted? | 

The Critical Reviewers tell the public, 


„ This play is uſhered into the world with an 


« attempt to demoliſh the reputation of for- 
this aſſertion is grounded 
on the following words, | 

It will appear to any one who will give 


„ himſelf the trouble of examination, that no 


« fair and exact collation of Shakeſpeare hath 


yet been preſented to the public.“ 


And if this is not the truth, why are the. 
public diſſatisfied with all the editions that 
have 
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have yet appeared. If Pope's edition was, to 


be eſteemed a perfect one, what, need Was, 


there of other editions, and why for inſtagee, : 
did Dr. Jobnſon publiſh? Did not every hes 
cceding editor by publiſhing Shakeſpeare afteſh | 


ſuggeſt that the foregoing editions, were faulty 


S@- SH 


and imperfect, and has not every ſucceeding 
editor thus attempted to demoliſh the N 


tion of his predeceflors? | 
„That the preſent haberdaſher, 45 the 
" in ſmall literature (could they thin of 3 
66 « nick-name for him but one that ſo bran 
« ſuits themſelves, the retailers of other mens 
« works by ſcraps and parcels ?) ſhould have 
« diſcovered ſome animoſity againſt a Pape, 


2 Marburton, (to whoſe names they join that 
BK of a Tohnſon) might be accounted for, from 
« the natural antipathy which uninventiue dut- 


* neſs ever bears, to enter prizing genius * 


(bow great admirers ſoever the Critical Re- 


viewers may deſire to be thought of theſe en. 
terprizing geniuſes, we do verily belleve, had 


they lived in the days of the firſt mentioned, 


he would not have failed to have honouH 
them with a place i in his Dunciad). But: 


66 (they 
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(they 90 on) in the name of all the muſes 


% how happened it that he could treat his 
« twin brother Cape! with ſuch unkind ſeve- 
« rity!” And this they fay in order to intro- 
duce the following couplet to abuſe Mr. Cape! 
and the editor of Lear withal, ed, $6 TRL 


, Blockheads with reaſon wicked wits abhbor, 
6c But fool with fool is barb'rous civil war.“ 


Now in the name of all the oyſter-wenches at 


or of Biling ſgate, who daily and nightly in- 
ſpire the Critical Reviewers, what do they 
mean by abuſing in this ſcurrilous manner 
people they do not know, and without proof 
of their deſerving the names they impoſe upon 
them ? This is the laſt reſource of 1 impotent 
eritics, when reaſon and truth do not ſtand 


their friends. 
No doubt they would rank begs 


| among the wicked wits in the above couplet; 3 


= - + ci 
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but ill become a fair and honeſt critic. 


and we allow them wit enough to be wicked. 
They have a great deal of that low wit and 


and cunning that qualify a juggler or gambler, 


4% To 
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To deprive, ſay they, poor Cape! of his 
« pittance of literary reputation, was unpar- 
«© donably inhuman 3 and an editor nobly pa- 
« tronized ſhould have diſdained ſuch petty 
« Jarceny.”* We may not be allowed to ob- 
_ ject againſt the edition of Mr. Capel; but they, 
the wicked wits, may call him blockhead and 
fool at their pleaſure. But what do they mean 
by  * att editor »oþly patronized?” Ridiculous 
enough! They feem not to underſtand the 
common uſe of me words; : Mr.  Jennins 
is no prer. | CIP 

But let us have a little more of their wit; 
Fs go on, Though for the fervice of his 
« author he might have been tempted, like 
« Prince Harry, to have robbed an exchequer, 
« or fleeced a king's colleHors, or even to have 
© ſtolen with Dumain, an egg out of a tlol- 
« fter; yet he ſhould not with Bardolph have 
« deſcended to filch à lutecaſe; with Po! to 
&« murder a poor whore's ruff; or with Falflaff 
to make a bankrupt of Mrs. 2aichly.” What 
is all this ſtuff? Here metaphors (if they de- 
ferve that name) are heaped one upon another 
with as little meaning, andi in as great plenty, às 
8 Sancho 


* 
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Sancha Panga introduces his proverbs ;/ and-all 
| this to illuſtrate their poſition, that Mr. Capel 


and we are fools, and blockheads, that never- 
heleſs we diſagree in our critical OY 

and that they are the wicked wits. 
th They would be loth to count a buſhel of 


« wheat for a wager' (very apt metaphor 


Who wants them? The wheat was indeed 
proſented: by us to the public ready threſhed, 
the Critical Reviewers have been ſo good as 


to winnow out ſome of the chaff, let them 80 


on winnowing if they will; winnowing is 
their buſineſs; they live upon the chaff and 


offal of every. literary production, and much 


good may it do them! Or, let them occupy 
the buſineſs of journeymen harbers under Evans 
and Cuurtier, if they are critics ſufficientiy ſxill- 
ed to diſcover which hairs are black and Which 
white; it might turn to tere account chan 
reviewing. 0. T 

What! more = be Wag: or = alin or 
compariſons, or what do they call them!? To 


find out. how many ſands compoſe a mountain, ĩs 


indeed a work of great time and patience ; but 
to find out how many moments wee an age, 
| _— 
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is performed in a fe moments by an eaſy 
proceſs in common arithmetic. Have the Cri- 
tical Reviewers: no mathematician among 
them {ſcientific enough to ſolve this problem, 
that they make uſe of this unlucky alluſion? 
Are theſe gentlemen, who upon occaſion can 
talk fo glibly of Sir I. Newton, Des Cartes, 
Kepler, and other famous mathematicians, 
ſuch tyro's in numbers as not to be 110 to ® 
an eaſy ſum in reduction? 14 10 
lt would as ill have become Hansor Plate 
« to have gathered pebbles or cockleſhells, as 
* Pope or Warburion to chronicle ſuch ſmall 
„beer as falſe orthography.” It is very un- 
lucky for theſe gentlemen that they will be 
making uſe of hard words, though at the ſame 
time they do not ſeem to underſtand the mean- 
ing of them; they could not be content with 
a very proper, ſhort, eaſy, Engliſh word, viz. 
ſpelling, which the greater part of their read- 
ers as well as themſelves would better have 
underſtood, and which would have led them 
into no ſcrape; but they will have a word of 
Greek derivation, with an intent to ſhew their 
learning and to puzzle their readers, but with 
C 
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the ill conſequenes of betraying their own ig- 
norance, and ſo moſt unfortunately make a 
miſerable Iriſh bull, fa/e 'right ſpelling | But 
| however (as Evans ſays of Slunder) their mean- 
ing is coot, they would have no fuch ſmall 
beer as falſe ſpelling chronicled ; and in this 
they determine wiſely for themſelves, for 
they have brewed and exhibited to ſale ſome 
of this kind of ſmall beer in their eriticiſms 
on us; but this ſame ſmall beer was intended 
to be made of Greek malt. A ꝙ converted the 
word profanencſs into Greek derivation . So 
we muſt own that as their phraſe falſe ortho- 
graphy is very learned nonſenſe, fo their falſe 
ſpelling, | prophaneneſs,/ is very learned pſeudo- 
graphy. From the fame kind of ambition to 
appear a great ſobolara, that animates the en- 
terprizing boſoms of the Critical Reviewers, 
it was that a certain peaſant, whoſe name was 


* Prophaneveſ if ſpelt with ph, muſt be of. een 
non, and in that caſe (being derived from wpigana) will ſig- 
nify clearneſs ot penſpieuiy; ; but profane is derived from the 
Latin profatius,' i. ©. proctl '@ fans. ' We ſhould have ſaid 
nothing of their ſalſt ſpelling here, as they have been told 
of it before, did nat theſe e oriticks ſtill perſiſt in 

| \pelling this word wrong. | 
| Richard, 
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Richard, and who could: juſt write it, was 


reſolved not to ſpell it in the low and vulgar 
way, but in a more learned manner, and fo 


wrote Vritebard. For the future we would 


adviſe the Critical Nevietrers to derive all the 
words they conveniently may from the Greek, 
becauſe it ſhews more learning, and is eaſily 
done by this method they have found out of 
converting / into ph. So in the next edition 


of their review on us we hope they will not 


be afraid to alter the words, fo to pb, 
eeced to phlecced, filch to 20 rf to _— 
c. & . 

Cbarley Jennens, &c Wd his criti+ 


« cal ſpectacles, &c.—Say» grace the fat— - 


+ Plump fay- grace, &c. &c.” To this fort 
of boyiſh, ot clowniſh, or bear- garden, or what- 
erer kind of wit or buffoonry the public ſhall 


| ſee fit to call it, we reply nothing; we only 


aſk this civil queſtion, where had ** Polite 
8 N their education? 
5 A forts of people that theſe 


. reaſon: to conclude: 
that 


* 
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that none of them are either old, or fat, of 
induſtrious. Voung, unfledged criticks we 
think they have ſufficiently proved themſelves 
to be; and criticiſm in ſuch hands, eſpecially 
when unaccompanied by induſtry, is not 
likely either to thrive itſelf, or to fatten Its 
W Bult 

But they think, tier to all the pbiloſo- | 
adi that went before them, that age is not 
the proper period for- criticiſm. It is their 
opinion that long experience does not improve 
the judgement ; that a life ſpent in ſtudy. does 
not ripen the mental abilities; that a man may 
know more in twenty or thirty years than he 
can in ſixty or ſeventy ; and that thoſe, ' who 
are acquainted with the firſt . rudiments of 
learning only, are better qualified for criticks 
than thoſe who have * all the fruits 
of ſcience. 

Concerning | the authenticity of. tht pic- 
ture from which the mezzotinto print of 
Shakeſpeare was taken, they have dropt the 
controverſy; and we are very glad they have 
ſo much ſenſe and modeſty left as to find out 
what impudence and Lobſurdity they have been 


guilty 
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| guilty of, in calling in queſtion a picture they: | 
have never ſeen, and without any provocation 
abuſing a perſon whom the generality of the 


world have thought fit to eſteem an artiſt that 
excels in the higher branches of painting, and 
of whoſe performances Mr. Jennens has many; 
though his collection cannot be ſaid to be filled 
with them (as the Critical Reviewers ſay they 
hear) their number being inconſiderable when 
compared. with the whole collection. 
They ſay, We ſtill adhere to our former 
& opinion, that the ſoul of the mezzotinto is 
« not the ſoul of Shakeſpeare.” Who faid it 
was? The ſoul of a picture cannot be the foul 
of a man; but a picture may be lie a man's 
ſoul, when it is made to expreſs thoſe qualities 
and diſpoſitions which we diſcover him by his 
writings to have been poſſeſt of. 
While Mr. Jennens (lay they) keeps 
company with men who look for the foul 
«©. of Shakeſpeare no further than a mezzotinto, 
« there is great reaſon to ſuſpect that the poet 
„ and the critic will continue ſtrangers.” 
How do they know that the men Mr. Fennens 
r. e, with look for the ſoul of 
Sbale- 


G 
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Shakeſpeare no further than 4 mezotinto — 
We have heard of thoſe artiſts named Phy- 
ſiognomiſts, who have been able to diſcover 
the tempers of men by diligently conſidering 
their. perfons ; but theſe wonderful critics pre- 
tend to fitid out the whole that is in the heart 
of a man without ſeeing or having the leaſt 
knowledge of him, If the Critical Reviewers 
know any thing of the foul of Shakeſpeare, 
they will find it very different from 1 
n was all nn 4 ſoul 


77 « Where every God did ſeem to ſet his ſeal, 
" « To give the world afſurance of a man,” 


por 


W are preternatural ſou Is, a Relplum Seal: | 
cath (as the philoſophers of Brobdingnag de- 
tetmined concerning the body of Gulliver ) a 
lies naturæ —theirs are irrational ſouls. 
They take a civil farewel of Mr. Fennens 
(after their ſcandalous abuſe of him and his 
friends) in the following words, Yale, Fen- 
« nine nofter ! literatorum omnium minime prin- 
« *ceps !—Arrogance ill becomes the man who 
* commences critick at a time of life, when 
«& the little judgement and fancy he ever-pot- 
: felled, 
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ſeſſed, are both in their decline * Arro- 
gance? Where have they perceived the ſhas 
dow of any thing like it in Mr. Fennens ? But 
it is their misfortune to ſee with eyes ſo jaun« 
diced by ſelf-conceit, envy, malevolence, and 
mercenary views, that what to other men 
appears modeſty, is in their ſight boaſting; 
plainneſs and mere urbanity of ſtile are with 
them creeping ſervility and adulation ; black 
is white, and white black. Mr. Jemmens they 
know not: how then can they tell what judg- 
ment or fancy he either has poſſeſſed or does 
poſſeſs? How dare they pronounce them Iitile, 
when they are wholly unacquainted with the 
man? Is not this the higheſt degree of ſtupid - 
artogance and inſolent preſumption in them? 
Shall theſe gentlemen, who have taken all the 
pains they could to convince the world how 
deficient they are both in judgement and fancy, 
preſume to fit umpires upon the underſtanding 
of a perſon they know nothing of? This is a 
full proof of their deficiency in undenſtanding 
as well as in-breeding. Let them no longer 
call themſelves gentlemen, fince they cannot 
lay claim to the latter ; ; and we can {carcely 
; ö allow 
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them the name of men, while they ſeem 
determined to renounce the former. 
Thus we have done what we thought ne- 
cellary for Lear, and convicting the Critical 
Reyiewers' of thoſe blunders and bad qualities 
_ of. almoſt every kind that debaſe a critic. 
They have ſhewed their excellent genius for 
ſatire in their attack on us: They will, we 
fuppoſe, be furniſhed by and by with an occa- 
ſion of ſhewing their abilities for eulogium 
When the new edition of their friends ſhall 
appear. 1 

For here is Mr. Steevens, a wretched WO 
tor, who frequently omits material readings, 
and at other times is very exact in giving the 
moſt trifling ones — for the text — and Dr. 
Johnſon, whoſe commentaries. fright common 
ſenſe out of the regions of criticjſm—forthe 
notes. Theſe editors are to be celebrated and 
| - defended by the Critical Reviewers. 

We do poſitively aſſure the Critical Re- 
1 that no ſuch fatal dream as they 
mention about a garland of bays, &c. hap- 
- pened to us. It is for poets or authors to 
dream of bays; an editor, any more than a 


printer, 


| printers Or 8 may i not with voten / 
he ſaid to aſpire to ſuch honours—The dream : 


ers; were the Critical Reviewers, aud they will 
now; find their dream is out; they have. made 
à rod, and preſented it to us; and we think 
we haye pretty handſomely uſed the birch 
upon them, which they inadvertently put 
into our hands Let them amend, and be 
good boys for the future, 1 

And now fare wel, thou great and DE 


Brobdingnagian, Dr. Samuel Lexiphanes, whole 


| mighty pen can make fritters of Eig. ſh, and 
nonſenſe of ſenſe. Farewel, thou co- partner 
of his learned labours, moſt diminutive native 


* * - a7 


his pocket. - Neither of you ſprung from 


the race of the immortal Gulliver, hut ſuch as 
his deſcendant * has in his literary peregrina- 


tions unfortunately blundered on. Farewel, 
ye Critical Reviewers, children of thoſe if 
trious philoſophers of Balnibarts, who ſoften 
| marble into pillows and pincuſhions ; wi 


extracted ſun · beams from cucumbers, and 
food from human excrement; who began 


* Critical Review, vol. xxxi. p. 84, near the bottom. 
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